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i ,COMMENTS OF FISHERCO~CATlONstINC. "

F;isher Communica~ions. Inc. ("Fisber"l, ~rauant toJ~n.:Of I

Section :1.415 of the Rules; and Regulations of the Federal Cotrlmunications '
Commission ("FCC" or "Commission") hereby submits it.~ cJ~lllnent8in
response to the Further Notice of Proposed Rule Making in the above
re ferenced proceeding. 1 ,

Fi~her is An Interested, Party
Ii,

• t : i
Fi$her has been an'analog SMR service provider for 12 years,

providing SMR s~rvices tq thousands or'end-use*s in the &u1;hern I

Califo~ia, Western Arizoha and Southern Nevada market:areas. Operating'
many si;tes, Fisher has in-,}ested many hundreds :ofthousands bfdollars in :
equipment and operation~in order to reliably deliver ita servi~s. Fisher is
the licensee ofmaDy 800 ~fHz. band channels in both the BG01865MHz... i

band, pi·dposed for ESMR!use, and the 850 MHz~ band which ~8 propo8ed for'
use in }06al service areas. !In concert with exis~Rules ofth~,Commission, .
r'jsher'~ service area is depned not by major tra4in, area ("MTA"), but is ' i
defined :by regional econo~c areas of influence, ~.e. the free ~arketPl~. I
This fr~:market approac~has allowed Fi.her ~ "rYe ita ~ketefIi~ently;

E<t the above reasons, and because the Commission is ~D8idering 1

:sUbstad"ti.• al changes whic~ could negatively im~,:ct Pi.her'. b~ne88~it is
vitally important that Fisher be heard as a party with'a substFttial vest~d
interest i;n the outcome of the above referenced proceeding.! .
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: Re-Writing the Rules
I ,I .

The SMR marketplace is approaching ma~,urityin major markets. Most
ur~~n markets h~ve few ~nass~gned ~hanDels ~'jailabl~, ~~ ~cross the. ,;
UnIted State~, SMR spectrum IS servIng more than one unlbon commerCIal
'end users. ~bstantialin~estmentshave been m.de by both s~rvice .
suppliers; and the public which they serve. In fact, demand! foi this unique
and efficient niche service; has been increasing. Unlike per8o~1
communications service ("PCS"), which is yet to be defined by services or '
customers, and unlike cellular which targets ma~s co~sumer Jbarkets, SMR is

. , l I

a well defined service ca~ing to commercial business interests who require
inexpensIve service to effi~iently coordinate the~ field activities. There must
be some overwhelming justification for re-writing the Rules in; a manner
which could cause damag~ to existing business users, and their service
suppliers.

I

: I
rdTA Licensing and Forced Frequency Re·Alloeation

, !
" I' I.' I

, Flsher is opposed t~ Major Trading Area e:MTA"')-basedj licensmg-.
Fisher and others already: operate wide area an~ogSMR syst'kms without
reqJiring mandatory migt;ation of existing users:' In faCt, Fish~r and others
have also submitted appli~ationsto the fc'CC that would permit them to offer
wide area services to its eXisting customers using advanced teblmology. It is

I, I )

de,at thHt the grant of an MTA license is not a prerequisite to ~erving

C1.'\stomer5 V-lith wide area service without disnlption of servic~.
Th~ adoption of M'I'A based licensing with accompanying mandatory

n~lo(:ati(lnserves the narrow interests of a emall,grol.Jp oflice~sees that now "
under8t~nd the need for contiguous 6pectrum to :achieve their g-oals of digital I

I

telephony in a na'tionwide: network. The Commi3sion would nqt be serving the i:

public interest by putting :the narrow interests of a troubled f~ ahead ofthe
broader'interests of existing end users and their suppliers. '

Shpuld the Commission feel compelled to adopt MTA li~nsing, Fisher
strongly supports the Commission's proposal not to impose m4JldatoTy
r€locati6n for existing SMR licensees whose frequencies lie wi~in the range
selected for MTAlicensing. To force relocation Will cause m~ivedisruptidn
in services to end users, damaging the commerdal best intere!ts of those i

sel~d, ~nd those providi~g service. Tbo.se end J;ers who ~outd luft'erthe
disrUption in service are ironically not those wh~would be se~ed by MTA

. bas~d s~rvice suppliers. MTA service cuStomers f.vOuld!likeJY~emore; i
intereste.d in mobile telePll0ne and telephony bded services, ather thian :
thos!e interested in lower ¢ost 2-Way dispatch ra8io services. ost .
imp~rtantly, there 1S cons~derahle evidence that :there ls1iHle ~r no I

c.')JDparable spectrum available for relocation in most urhan Irlarkets.
The decision of the FCC to require relocation ofineumb~nt2 GHz.
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'licensees 'to accommodate ~he development ofpes is not germane to this
issue. pes is yet to be de~ned by either services, or customers!.

I "
, Incumbent Modifica~iOD i :

Fisher strongly tU'g~s the Commission to a.l1ow existing licensees to
,continue to provide service to their customers by.:reloC8ting'th~irsystems
within their existing coverage contour. There are numerous situations which : ,I

'c~uld re,qUi~e ~n 6perator ~ relo~ates~ch aSlOC~,1 zoning clianjges, electronic
sIte economIC Issues, Federal pobcy as It relates to Bureau of ]}and
Man'agement, and U.S. Forest Service site policies. Fisher asks that it and I

other incumbent licensees should be allowed at lkast eight mohtha to file
modificat;ion applications to avoid being permaIl~ntlySWToun~edby MTA or
other wide area licensees,prior to the Commissicm accepting ~pplicationsfor
any such MTA licenses. There must be some further ability ofian existing
licensee'to move within his existing coverage contoUr even after any MTA
lkenses are authorized. · j

I

,

Co·Channel Protection I
I
i

. : I

, Fisher strongly urg~s the Commission to *ake use of t~j. proceedit.g ,
to clarify, and to strengthen the co-channel separation requirejment.s. Fisher
and other Southern California operators use hjg~ mOWltaintop base s~ti6n I i

locations to low lying valleys which easily allow service at leas,t up to 35 miles:
from the base station site: The ability to provide;such coverag~ from
mountaintop sites is important to both service suppliers and those of the
publ~c who benefit from such \"\--ide area coverage. To diminish )such coverage
.would render SMR servic~ less economically viable to both th~ users and
service suppliers. . ,

AuctioJlS I i

I 'i
I ,
I

, Fisher strongly dis~greeswith the decision of the FCC to auction SMR
channel~ for local service. ISuch auctions completely il'l'10re th~ needs of I

existing systems which ar~ providing, service to the public in an ongoing ';
man;ner. Auctions very siJpply allow those with the deepest ~kets to acquire! ,I

licenses. With no frequenches available in most urban market Settings. the I. !
Coxrimission would be auctioning channels pre"t1y in use' pr~vidin, service I

:to t~e public. Such action ~ould only injure thos~ using and o~ratinlthose
:the ¢ha~els.Without co~parablespectrum aV~lableforrel~ation, the
Cozrimiss1on would be either completely dis-enfranchising the /pUblic DOW

'being senred, or it would be conducting sham auCtions 'ofunualable blue sky.
In ahy case, auctions ofSMR spectrum will doodi most smaU·buainess SMR
operations to failure by re:moving options for fut~e growth. i .
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Demand for SMR Service i

T~ investment co~munityand perhaps even the Comzhission have
,been led to. believe that.thjere is. a huge latent de~and for n~v.:ltelepbo~Y I

:based servIces to be deliv~red vIa ESMR and PCS. There has IDeen absolutely
no c9rrob~rationof this axpong those who pay fo~ such service~. In contrast, :
demand for traditional SMR dispatch services cObtinue$ to Igrqw at a rapid ~

'pace. Fis~er believes that'the mandate of the marketplace sh~~lddetermine: 1 1

'the rate qf conversion to advanced technologies, rather than the mandate of ! ' :
the Conlrnission. ~rhe best; interest of the public is in reliabJ:e, ~nexpensive ' I

I I . ,

dispatch service. Fisher believes that this interest cannot possibly be selVed!
by the adoption of these proposals. I
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! iConclusioDs
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, . 1 . ,

, Fisher most strongl1y urges the Commissio~to consider !'nth ,..••t cart, ,
the impah this proceeding will have on existing Users and seryice proViders I

:ofthe SMR industry. More than one million exis~ing users,:an~many small-:
business service providers have significant investments alrea1y made in their
businesses, and their respective equipment. Tho~e incumben1;$ should be
allo~ed:tocontinue to use:, and to provide their ~rviceswitho~tdisruptiop.
l\landatory relocation of e~isting licensees should not be required. Existing

I ' ,

licensees must be permitted to modify their facilities. Fisher ~rtherbelieve~.,

the FCC should seize this :opportunity to strengtJ'len its co-Chapnel separation
requir~mentsto protect incumbent licen8ees, and the public cqmmunity

'which relies upon them. ~astly, the Commission should not iniplement
auctions of already heavily utilized SMR spectrum, and should continue to
license SMR systems much as they are today. ' :
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Respectfully submitted~

I

Flsher, hereby req~ests that its comments be accepted, ~onsidered, and ;
resp('ctfully urges the Commission to proceed in 'a manner con~istentWith the:

; l. .

yiews I?:x:press€·d within th,ese comments. I

,

TOTAL P.05

Fisher Communication~,Inc.
, j
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BY~'J3cpr : ;:
Dana B. fisher,J~, I I
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Dat~d: ~'auuary 4, 1995
I


